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Attn J K Hartman 

NEPA DOCUMENTATION FOR OPERABLE UNIT ONE, 881 HILLSIDE (13643) RLB-0767 92 

Your recent letters (ERDSKT 12086 and ERD SG 13643) requested information about the 
proposed action at Operable Unit 1 (881 Hillside) to make a determination regarding the 
appropriate level of Natnnal Environmental Pollcy Act (NEPA) documentation for the OU 1 
Feasibility Study/Correctnre Measure Study (FS/CMS) As you are aware the OU 1 Remedial 
Investtgatlon/RCRA FacilRies lnvesttgatcn was completed only a few weeks ago and the 
FS/CMS IS just underway We are just now in a postion to provide the requested information 

Because of the early stage el the OU 1 FSCMS definitive remedial actions or even the 
absolute technical need for such actcns for soil and groundwater have not been completely 
determined However pursuant to your diredron EG&G has assumed that remediation of OU 1 
will be required sufficient to achieve a nsk level of 1 Xl 0-6 or less and has developed conceptual 
alternatives designed to achieve that level of risk The attached Environmental Checklist 
describes in as much detail as is presently possible two potential altemative actions for 
remediatlon of groundwater (m Mu air sparging wRh vapor burning or passage through a 
granulated activated charcoal unit and excavation of overburden with pumping and treatment of 
collected water) and two potential alternative actions for remediatlon of soils (placement of a soil 
cap and excavation followed by thermal treatment soldifcation and storage off site rf possible 
otherwise on site) 

It is also felt that the no action alternative for groundwater (I e continued operation of the French 
drain) will achieve the requested risk level of l X l W  krt that the time requrred to do so may 
exceed the requirements of DOE s regulatory and pubb constituencies 

Because definrtive proposed actions for the two media cannot be presented at this time we 
have presented these alternatives We belleve that the two excavatlon alternattves present the 
Worst case scenanos from the pourt-of view of environmental impacts that can be expeded 
from remedlatlon of OU 1 We suggest that an analysls of the enwronmental impacts based on 
these "worst cases and on the other more moderate alternatives will provide a reasonable 
envelope within whlch any foreseeable environmental impacts from whatever actions are 
actually proposed should be expected to fall 

Finally we feel that presenting such conceptual alternatives upon which to inltiate NEPA is the 
most direct way to bnng NEPA into the deasion making process at the earliest possible time 
rather than awaRing development of a proposed alternative because R assures NEPA s role in 
the formulation of alternatives not just in their later consderation 
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The four alternatives were presented to EG&G s NEPA Compliance Committee on December 
10 1992 and the Committee recommended preparation of an environmental assessment as the 
appropriate level of NEPA documentation as indicated on the attached EC Review Form 

R L Benedetti 
Assmate General Manager 
Environmental Restoration Management 
EG8GRockyFIats Inc 

WAM agm 

Ong andlcc R M Nelson Jr 

Attachment 
As Stated 

cc 
S R Grace DOE RFO 
P M Powell DOE RFO 
B K Thatcher DOE RFO 
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EGCLG ROCKY FIATS 
NEPA COMPLIANCE COMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST REVIEW FORM 

Initiating Lme Manager. D e ~ G f n t h .  RPD 

NEPA compliance Cornrnrttee Review (Sign 8 date applicable space) 

CX Recommended Date EA Recommended 

Environ Doc 12//0/9 2 
Fac Proj Mgmt /z//q?& 

General Counsel lzl& 7 

Fac Safety Eng 

Comments 

CEQ Section 1506 l(c) Review 

1 Project justdied independently 
2 Project will prejudice program deasion 

Yes 

X 

10 CFR 1022 Review (wetlands issue) needed 

NCC Recommendation cx recomnenjed 
----- --- - -_ -- I_ - -- - - -- 

X 

X 

V 

a 



ROCKY FLATS PLANT 
ECOLOGY & NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT DIVISION 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

EC Number 986532 

Charge number 986532 

I Date December 10 

II AdivrtyProject Name OU 1 FS/CMS 

111 AuthonzatDnlProject Number 986532 

IV A EG&G Project Administrator Cindy Gee 

B ADS Number (ELWM only) 1001 

C DOE Program Sponsor James Hartman 

V Initiating tine Manager Dennis SmRh 

VI A ProjectlActlvIty Descnptton 

Preparatlon of the Feasbilrty Study/Correctnre Measure Study for Operable Un# (OU) 1 will center on 
the development of remedial action alternatwes their analysisgnd consideration under crrtena 
Specdied by CERCIA and finally selectan of combined alternatwes to remediate contamination at 
the OU Because contaminatton above acttonable levels exists in two media (groundwater and soil) at 
OU 1 media specific remedtal altematlves w11l be developed but a single combined alternative will be 
selected Since the FSEMS is in the early stages of preparatlon complete and detailed remedial 
altemattves do not yet exist However prelimnary attematlves have been developed to 1) include the 
anticipated Worst case scenano from an environmental impact standpoint and 2) illustrate a likely 
reasonable munterpoint to the worst case The four remediation scenarms described below are 
examples of potential alternattves that are believed to constitute the set of attematwes capable of 
achieving a post remediatlon nsk level of l x l o d  (selected in the absence of established ARARs) and 
are illUstratlve of the range of altematlves which are to be constdered in the FSCMS All four -_ - - - altematlves assume continued operatlon of the OU 1 intenm action the French drain system While- - 
many important details of the alternatives remain to be developed if is believed that the informatlon 
provlded is sufficient to identtfy the general environmental impacts that would result from 
implementatton of the alternatives and permit identification of the appropnate level of NEPA 
documentation required 
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Groundwater remedlatlon by alr sparglng and thermal or physical treatment of 
collected vapors This atrematwe would target volatile organic compounds in groundwater and 
would involve the installation of between two and ten horizontal or vertlcal injectm wells for the 
purpose of forang large volumes of pressurized air into the water saturated zone under IHSS 119 1 
The air flow up through the saturated zone would increase volatiluatcn of the contaminants while 
providing a source of oxygen to enhance natural brodegradatcn Arter passing through the saturated 
zone vapors containing volatillzed contaminants would be collected by between two and ten 
extraction wells and transferred by pipe to a thermal or physlcal ofl gas treatment und This unrt would 
most likely be located at the base of the 881 Hillside just below IHSS 119 1 but out of the Woman 
Creek floodplain in order to minimrze disturbances to the area The unrt would likely be mounted on a 
concrete pad approximately 25 by 25 feet Sampling for residual contaminatton to monrtor the 
effectiveness of the remedial activity would be accomplished through existing wells for the same 
reason Emssmns from the thermal treatment unrt would be within allowable discharge limns Invastve 
activrties of this alematwe would include drilling up to 20 wells (injection and extracton) to a depth not 
greater than 25 feet over an area of approximately one acre on IHSS 119 1 All damaged areas would 
be revegetated 

Groundwater remediation by excavating overburden and pumping and treating 
exposed groundwater at IHSS 119 9 This alternative would involve excavation of 
unsaturated soils at the area of highest concentrations of VOC contaminants beneath a discrete 
portion of IHSS 119 1 to provide direct access to the most contaminated area of groundwater at OU 1 
and would represent the Worst case scenaro for groundwater remediaton at the OU Such an 
approach could be required based gn the current understanding of the geology of OU 1 
Approximately 50 000 cubc yards of soil would be excavated and stored nearby in a manner that 
would not interfere with any surface soil remedial activtty Groundwater would then be collected from 
the excavation Standard pumps would dired the collected groundwater to the existing ultra violet 
radiationlhydrogen peroxide/ion exchange treatment system used to treat water collected by the 
French drain and a related collection well After treatment the water would be discharged in the same 
manner as other waters presently treated at the OU 1 water treatment faalrty A system of pipes buried 
to a sufficient depth to prevent freezing would be required to transport the collected water from the 
excavation to the treatment factlity and a control system would probably be installed to permrt the 
pumps to operate as needed wrth minimal manual oversigM Excavated soil would be analyzed for 
contaminants and contaminated soils d any would be segregated for appropriate treatment and 
disposal Clean excavated soils would be used for backfilling the excavation following termination of 
the treatment activdies If this altematnre were adopted a decison would have to be made about the 
appropriateness of implementing the selected soil remediation activlty before or after this altematrve 
The excavatron would have an areal extent of up to one half of IHSS 1 19 1 or 7 500 square yards 
The excavation would remain open for up to one year 

Soil remedlatlon by covering This alternative would be aimed at reducing the risk from 
plynuclear aromatc hydorcarbons (PAHs) and PCBs in surficlal soils by plaang a liner over 
approximately 32 acres (154 000 square yards) of the OU and then covenng the liner wrth a minimum 
of one foot of clean soil A one foot covenng would require 51 000 cubic yards of soil Particular care 
could have to be taken in plaang the liner and transporting and placing the soil to avold resuspenslon 
of both contaminated and uncontaminated particulates The soil cover would be vegetated and 
maintained to prevent wind and water erosion 

Soil remediation by excavation thermal treatment and dlsposal This alternative would 
eliminate the source of surflcral soil contamination by PAHs and PCBs by removing the top SIX inches 
of soil in and around OU 1 Common construction equipment would be used to remove approximately 
50 000 cubic yards soil from approximately 32 acres of the OU The soil would be transported by 
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conventional equipment to an as yet undetermined treatment unit requinng an area of 5 10 000 
square feet The thermal treatment und would rest on a concrete pad and be equtpped to receive soil 
from the transporting vehicles The treatment unit would include air emissions eoulpment to meet 
applicable standards Soil may have to be staged prior to treatment depending on the capaclty of the 
treatment unit Dust suppresson technques sufficient to prevent resuspenslon of contaminated or 
uncontaminated particulates would be implemented for soils being excavated staged and treated 
After treatment for PAHs and PCBs the soil may still contain radionucildes and could require 
permnting and construction of an onsrte faciirty to store the treated soil If an offsite facilrty were not 
available This possibility would depend in part on whether the treated sod were classtfied after 
treatment as a mixed bw level waste or simply a "nw level waste If an onsite storage faallty IS 
required the soil could be stored in a mound measunng approximately 150 yards by 150 yards The 
22 500 square yards thus occupied would be covered by a foot of clean soil requiring approximately 
7 500 cubc yards of imported fill and would be vegetated The excavated area would be revegetated 
A cover system such as a liner could also be used in conjuncton with the soil cover 

B Total Estimated Cost unknown 

C Funding Source EM 

VI1 Statutes applicable 

A Will the project require or potentially require an 
application for permd or permit modtfication under 
1 CleanAirAct' 
2 Clean Water Act7 % 

B Does the project involve RCRA permrtting 7 ( f  no skip to C) 
1 
2 
3 

Will a RCRA permit or modtfcatm be required? 
Does the pmject include a removal7 
Does project include RCRA closure7 
partial7 
full7 

Does project include excavation or capping 
to meet RCRA requirements7 
Will cost and duration stay wdhn $2 million and 
12 months' (Explain in project descnpton ) 

4 

5 

C Does the pmject involve CEFICLA7 ( f  no slop to D) 
1 
2 

Does project include CERCIA removal7 
Will cost and duration stay wrthir S2 million and 
12 months7 (Explain in project description ) 

D Does the project threaten to violate statutory regulatory 
or permd requirements or DOE Ordefl 

E Will the action be in or near a IHSS' 

CHECKUST 

11, 

- 
11, x 
- 

7 

x -  

(see Note 1) 

(see Note 2) 
(see Note 2) 

(see Note 3) 

(see Note 4) 
(see Note 5) 

(see Note 6) 
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F Does the project potentially impact threatened 8 
endangered species or habrtat the Mtgratory Bird Treaty 
Act or Fish and WiMlde Coordinatlon Ad7 

Vlll Will the project construct or require a new or expanded 
waste disposal recovery storage or treatment facility' 

IX Is the project needed for IAG AIP FFCA or other federal or 
state agreement? (Specrfy and explain any schedule 
urgency and deadlines in project descnption ) 

X Is the project a 
A new process building etc 7 
B modtfication to an existing7 
C capr'al equipmentlmachinery installation' 

XI Location Items 

A Will the project resull in or have the potential 
to result in long term changes to the environment7 

B Will the action occur outslde the security tonel 
protected area (I e outside Gate 8 at Post 100 and 
Gate 10 at Post 900)7 

C Will the actlon take place m a wetland or floodplan7 

XI1 Will the project result in changes andlor disturbances 
to the following existing conslderatlons7 
A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 

J 
K 
L 

M 

noise levels 
air emissions 
liquid effluents 
solid wastes 
radioactwe wastes (including contaminated soil) 
hazardous waste 
mixed waste (radioactide and hazardous) 
chemical or petroleum produd storage 
water use (wrthdrawal of groundwater or 
diverslon or wdhdrawal of surface water) 
drinking water system 
sewage disposal system 
soil movement outside facilrty fences or beyond 
IHSS boundaries 
sde clearing excavation or other 
physical alterations to grade 

Xlll Will the project threaten public health or safety? 

4 

- 2 L  

2 - (see Note 7) 

2 - (see Note 8) 

- (see Note 9) 
- 2  
J- - (see Note 9) 

- (see Note 10) 

A - (see Note 11) 

- 
x 

x 
L x 

X - - 
2- - (see Note 12) - (see Note 13) 
L - (see Note 14) - (see Note 15) - (see Note 16) 
2 
- (seeNote17) 

- (see Note 18) 

- (see Note 19) 

1 
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XIV Will the project have possible effects on the environment 
whch are likely to be hghly  controversial^ - x  

XV Will the project establish a precedent for future actions 
that will have signdcant effects or represent a decislon 
in pnnciple about a future constderatton~ 

XVI Will the project be substantially related to other actions 
that have indwldually instgnlficant but cumulatively 
signdlcant impacts7 - J- (see Note 20) 

Xvll will the project adversely affect federal state or locally 
designated natural areas pnme agncuttural lands 
special water sources or hrstoric archeologcal or 
archdectural srtes7 - A  

Note 1 It is likely that an Air Polluten EmlssIon Not= (APW)would be required for the project 
Determination as to whether a permrt would be required would be made by the Colorado 
Department of Health based OR information in the APEN 

Note 2 The project could involve RCRA permfling rf it becomes necessary to store soil classified as low 
level waste on plantsite 

1 
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Note 3 One of the soil remediaten alternatives includes a soil cap or cover 

Note 4 The project would be undertaken pursuant to the remediaiaction requirements of RCRA and 
CERCLA 

Note 5 Ether of the excavation attemattves could be construed as including a removar a d m  
Application of the tern removal to such actons remains to be resolved 

Note 6 The action will take place wlthn IHSS 119 1 in OU 1 and possibly other OU 1 IHSSs also 

Note 7 The project could require installatiorrlconstructen of one or more of several types of waste 
treatment faalrties including a granular actwated carbon unrt for air or water or a thermal treatment 
unrt for vaporor soil -_-- ----- -- - -I -- - - --- -- 

Note 8 Preparation of the FS/CMS and subsequent remedial activrties are speufcally mandated and 
scheduled in the IAG 

Note 9 The project would require new construction unless the no action altemattves are selected which 
appears unlikely The extent to which capdal equipment would be required would be depend on 
the altemattve selected but signrficant equtpment could be required as in the case of a thermal 
treatment unrt 
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Note 10 The goal of the project IS to have short and long term benefrctal effects on the environment by 
reduung nsks to the natural environment and to human health from contaminants in soil and 
groundwater at OU 1 

Note 11 The IHSSs of OU 1 are located well outside the Protected Area but nominally wrthin the Secunty 
Controlled Area The IHSS of greatest interest 119 1 is adjacent to the fence between the 
Sewrrty Controlled Area and the Buffer Zone and remedial activity could involve areas on both 
sides of that fence 

Note 12 Expected air emissons would be those assoaated wrth normal construction activrty of a similar 
type possble release of volatile organic compounds in the case of excavation of deeper soils 
and the possibility of small permdted releases from the vapor treatment unit Because of the 
surficial nature of plutonium contamination to soils rt is expected that dust suppresson 
techniques would be implemented to prevent resuspension of particulates dunng remedial 
actiwties 

Note 13 The project could generate lquid effluents in the course of remediating groundwater 
contamination under the excavation pump and treat alternatlve After treatment for VOCs the 
water would be released to a nearby steam d d met applicable standards (as are other waters 
presently treated at the OU 1 water treatment facilrty) otherwise it would be sent for further 
treatment or alternative disposal (such as to an evaporator) on plantslte 

Note 14 The top 6 inches of soil in some areas of OU 1 is contaminated with plutonium in addition to 
PAHs and PCBs One of the soil remediation alternatives is to excavate such soil thermally treat 
d for the PAHs and PCBs and put rt into long term storage Storage could be required since the 
soil would still contain radoadive contaminants after treatment The amount of contaminated soil 
is estimated not to exceed 50 000 cubic yards 

Note 15 The project could generate hazardous waste by ds use otthe ion exchange element of the 
existing OU 1 water treatment system The on  exchange resin retains contaminants removed 
from water thereby becoming a hazardous waste rtsetf The volumes of such material would be 
qude small 

Note 16 Mwed waste could be generated by the project d excavated soils were to be classdied as low 
level mlxed waste The volume of such matenal could be as great as 50 000 cubic yards 

Note 17 Groundwater would be wrthdrawn perhaps permanently under the excavation pump and treat 
alternative After treatment at the OU 1 water treatment facilrty water would be returned to 
streams on plantsrte as is presently the case wrth water from the OU 1 interim acton At this time 
groundwater diversion is expected to be limited to IHSS 11s 1 and estimates of quantdies of 
water that might be involved are not available 

- 

Note 18 The two excavation altematlves (one for groundwater and one for soils) and the soil capping 
alternative would involve soil movement and d is most likely that such soil movement would be 
beyond IHSS boundanes The soil excavatlon alternative would involve the permanent removal 
of surficial soils for treatment and permanent storage elsewhere on plantslte or off site The 
groundwater excavatm alternative would involve permanent removal of surficial soils and 
temporary removal of all other soil in IHSS 11 9 1 The deeper soil presumed to be 
uncontaminated would be stored at a nearby srte pending completion of groundwater 
remediation after which it would be replaced Sampling will be undertaken to confirm or deny the 
Uncontaminated state of this soil at the time of excavation Soil found to be contaminated would 
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be handled accordingly (I e stored or treated) The soil capptng altematwe lor soil remediatton 
would involve the impoftatton of uncontaminated soil to the OU to cover and hold in place the 
contaminated soil 

Note 19 The two excavatlon altematwes (one lor groundwater and one lor soils) and the soil capping 
alternative would involve slte cieanng excavatlon andlor alteratlons to grade The soil 
excavatlon altematnre involves the permanent removal of the top SIX inches of soil The 
groundwater excavatlon altematnre would require the temporary removal of 18 to-25 feet of soil 
to reach bedrock Such soil wouM be replaced after treatment of the underlying groundwater 
expected to take less than one year 

Note 20 Remedial actions at OU 1 identrfied in the FSCMS wiU be slgntflcantly related to the intenm 
action already taken at OU 1 (constructon of the French drain) 

EC Prepared by Bill Moore 

Organzation EWEND Bldg 080 

Date 12/10/92 

Extension 8599 
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